Textual criticism is the process of ascertaining and reproducing what an author wrote. Obviously if the author in question lived in our own times, there is a good likelihood that the author's autograph will survive, and in such a case the process of textual criticism is (relatively) straightforward. As we move back in time, however, that likelihood diminishes: when we reach the Middle Ages, there are some few cases where we still possess autograph copies; but when we reach classical antiquity, there are no examples whatsoever of texts which have been transmitted to us in their authors' own handwriting. For classical antiquity and the Middle Ages, then, the texts which have come down to us have been copied, usually many times. And because copyists are human, they are prone to make errors of many kinds in copying -involuntary errors of omission (caused by eye-skip provoked by homoeoteleuton, etc.) or addition (dittography), of miscomprehension of unfamiliar words and names, or voluntary errors caused by deliberate scribal interference (interpolation, emendation, and so on). 1 Textual criticism therefore becomes, in A.E. Housman's memorable phrase, 'the science of discovering error in texts and the art of removing it'. 2 It needs hardly to be stressed that the detection of error *The T. Northcote Toller Memorial Lecture delivered at the John Rylands University Library of Manchester on Monday, 12 March 1990. I am grateful to members of the audience for comment on various points, and especially to Don Scragg, who kindly saved me from some silly errors. Michael Reeve, Giovanni Orlandi and David Dumville read the article in typescript and made many helpful suggestions. I also owe a long-standing debt to Peter Baker, who first taught me to scrutinize the principles on which Old English texts are edited. is facilitated by thorough understanding of the habits and practices of the scribes who copied manuscripts, whereas the correction of error requires a thorough familiarity with the particular author's style, language and subject-matter, as well as a gift for guessing (the technical term is 'conjecturing') what the author might have written in cases where error in the transmitted text has been detected. The principles according to which these procedures are deployed should, one might think, be of urgent concern not only to all those who edit texts, but also to those who use them, no matter what their field of interest. The literature of Anglo-Saxon England has seen intense editorial activity since the mid-nineteenth century (in the case of Old English texts), and earlier still (in the case of Anglo-Latin texts). Yet, curiously, there has been very little theoretical discussion of the principles according to which these texts are edited, and none whatsoever (as far as I know) of the relationship between the principles followed by those who edit Old English, and those who edit AngloLatin, texts -even though, as we know, Latin and Old English texts must often have been composed and copied in the same Anglo-Saxon scriptoria, possibly even by the same persons.
In the absence of such theoretical discussion we are justified, I think, in looking outside the Anglo-Saxon field for guidance. The scholarly edition of classical Latin texts has been in train since the Renaissance, 3 and in England at least there is a well-developed tradition of textual criticism. 4 We may begin by looking briefly at this tradition, and by asking whether the principles pertinent to the edition of classical Latin texts are in any way relevant to editors of AngloSaxon literature. The tradition of English textual criticism may be said to begin with Richard Bentley (1662-1742),5 Master of Trinity College, Cambridge; he is known to students of English literature from the satirical portrait of him as the 'mighty Scholiast' in Pope's Dunciad (iv, 199-238) and through his misguided (so it is thought) attempt to produce an emended text of Milton's Paradise Lost (1732). But this same Bentley is rightly known to classicists as one of the most brilliant and learned textual critics ever produced in these British Isles, 'the innovating genius and founder of the science of historical criticism', 'the greatest scholar that England, or indeed Europe, has ever bred', to quote E.J. Kenney. 6 Bentley's reflections on the principles of textual criticism are found pre-eminently in the introduc-don and commentary to his edition of Horace. 7 There he defines the textual critic's prerequisites asjudicium ('judgement'), sagacitas ('perspicacity'), and 'a certain skill at conjecture' -divinandi quaedam peritia -which cannot be acquired but must be inborn. 8 In establishing the text of an ancient author, more is to be gained ex conjectura than by following doggedly the text as transmitted in manuscript. 'Do not venerate the scribes alone', Bentley tells the prospective critic, 'but dare to think for yourself (noli itaque Librarios solos venerari; sedper te sapere aude}. 9 Bentley's attitude to the authority of manuscriptwitnesses vis-a-vis conjectural emendation is encapsulated in his frequently-quoted dictum: nobis et ratio et res ipsa centum codicibus potiores sunt ('in my view, reason and [knowledge of] the subjectmatter have more authority than a hundred manuscripts'). 10 Now it is not entirely fair to Bentley to quote this dictum on its own, without on one hand mentioning the brilliance of some of his emendations, 11 and realizing on the other that Bentley often made considerable efforts to consult the best and earliest manuscripts (this is especially true of his editorial work on Manilius and on the New Testament). 12 After all, Bentley did not have the advantage of using published manuscript catalogues to locate manuscripts of classical authors; it was only during the course of the nineteenth century that such catalogues became available on a large scale (and even today there are many great manuscript depositories which lack any kind of published catalogue), and scholars in Bentley's day were obliged to acquire such knowledge by word of mouth. 13 Yet it was during Bentley's lifetime that the science of palaeography was founded: 14 Jean Mabillon's De re diplomatica (1681), the fifth book of which contained examples of script dating from the fourth century to the fifteenth, thus provided a framework for estimating the date and origin of a manuscript; and Bernard de Montfaucon, in his Palaeographia Graeca of 1708, first coined the word 'palaeography'. If not Bentley himself, at least Bentley's successors would have been in a position to draw on the ever-increasing gains of palaeography; on the whole, however, their preference has been for Bentley's ratio et res ipsa rather than the witness of his hundred manuscripts.
Of Bentley's twentieth-century successors, the most brilliant and most widely venerated is A.E. Housman . 15 Housman greatly admired Bentley, and his admiration is most clearly expressed in the preface to his edition of Manilius, an author on whom Bentley had laboured. There Housman applauded 'the firm strength and piercing edge and arrowy swiftness of his intellect', 16 and it was these qualities above all others which Housman regarded as indispensable for the textual critic. Let me quote the words with which Housman concluded his famous lecture on The Application of Thought to Textual Criticism': 17
Textual criticism, like most other sciences, is an aristocratic affair, not communicable to all men, nor to most men. Not to be a textuaj critic is no reproach to anyone, unless he pretends to be what he is not. To be a textual critic requires aptitude for thinking and willingness to think; and though it also requires other things, those things are supplements and cannot be substitutes. Knowledge is good, method is good, but one thing beyond all others is necessary; and that is to have a head, not a pumpkin, on your shoulders, and brains, not pudding, in your head.
One of the 'supplements' in question is palaeography; but, as Housman made clear at the beginning of the same lecture, palaeography with its hundred manuscripts is no substitute for, and no equal partner with, ratio et res ipsa: 'Palaeography is one of the things with which a textual critic needs to acquaint himself, but grammar is another, and equally indispensable, and no amount either of grammar or of palaeography will teach a man one scrap of textual criticism'. 18 Such a view implies a certain contempt for manuscripts. Certainly Housman 14 On the growth of palaeography as a discipline, see L. Traube, 'Geschichte der Palaographie', in his Vorlesungen und Abhandlungen, 3 vols. (Munich, 1909-20 To the textual critic, a manuscript is of interest only as a vehicle of readings. With its age indeed, as making it impossible that it is a copy of a known younger manuscript, he may be concerned, but with the story of how it was written at Lorsch or at Reichenau, later belonged to St. Gall, was acquired by Poggio in 1427 and rebound at Clermont-Ferrand in 1763, he has no more to do than with the travels of Marco Polo; he may study these subjects as things interesting and worthy of attention in themselves, but not as a help to establishing the text of a Latin author. To be able to read and collate a manuscript accurately is enough for his needs; for its date and provenance, if he is prudent and modest, he will seek the expert advice of a Mynors or a Bischoff.
To medievalists, for whom the handling of manuscripts has often to be a daily affair, this disdain for them as physical objects must seem I have dealt at length with this English tradition of textual criticism because, largely through the brilliance of its principal proponents, the merits of conjectural emendation seem to have gained favour at the expense of palaeography and manuscript studies. Certainly it is for the practice of conjectural emendation that English textual criticism enjoys its international reputation. 25 But is it true that manuscript studies have no more to do with textual criticism than 'the travels of Marco Polo'? I, for one, am unclear as to how errors in a transmissional history -which will inevitably have resulted when (say) a text in Insular cursive minuscule was copied by a later continental scribe unfamiliar with the conventions of Insular script -could be detected and rectified by an editor unfamiliar with Insular script and its peculiar scribal conventions. 26 Again, if we know on palaeographical grounds that two manuscripts of a classical text were written at (say) Lorsch in the early ninth century, we have independent grounds for investigating their relationship carefully; or if a manuscript was owned by (say) Poggio, the annotations and variae lectiones which his (and other humanist) manuscripts attracted will require special attention. In any event, it is only in the English-speaking world that manuscript studies are held in such contempt by textual critics; elsewhere, a thorough knowledge of manuscripts and the cultural contexts which produced them is recognized as an indispensable part of the textual critic's discipline: to quote Giorgio Pasquali (than whom no greater in this domain), 'the best editor of a Latin author transmitted in medieval or post-medieval manuscripts will be the one who knows the Middle Ages and Renaissance as well as he knows his At the very outset of his enterprise, the prospective editor of an Anglo-Latin text will be forced to reckon with manuscripts, not with pre-existing printed editions, of the text which he has chosen to edit. Whereas the classicist begins as a matter of course with a printed edition, against which he collates such manuscripts as he deems appropriate by entering their readings in the margin, 32 so as ultimately 2l G. Pasquali, Storia della Tradizione e Critica del Testo (2nd edn., Florence, 1952), 123: 'II miglior editore di un autore latino trasmesso in codici medievali o postmedievali sara colui che, quanto il suo autore e la sua lingua e i suoi tempi e la lingua dei suoi tempi, altrettanto bene conosca il medioevo e 1'umanesimo'; cf. Salvatore to produce a printer's copy, the Anglo-Latinist must in most cases go directly to the manuscripts, for the obvious reason that very few Anglo-Latin texts exist in satisfactory editions. With few exceptions,33 most Anglo-Latin texts are available -if at all -only in nineteenthcentury editions: those of Giles, those in the Rolls Series, and so on. Not infrequently, these texts are of such abysmal quality that they cannot be used for any serious scholarly purpose, let alone as the basis for collation (as I found to my cost when I began using Whitaker's early nineteenth-century [1809] text as the basis for a projected edition of the Vita Prima S. Neoti). 34 Even in cases where good texts exist, as with Bede's Historia Ecclesiastica Gentis Anglorum, the edition of which was put on a sound footing by John Smith in 1722 and subsequently confirmed by Charles Plummer (1896) and R.A.B. Mynors (1969), much can still be done by direct recourse to the manuscripts on which these editions were based, rather than to the editions themselves. 35 In any event, as soon as one turns to the manuscripts of medieval Latin texts, a host of editorial problems arises which can be solved only by palaeographical skill and experience. 36 As we have seen, no classical Latin text survives in a manuscript which antedates the fifth century AD, and hence in most cases some four centuries have elapsed between the author and the earliest surviving witness to his text. In the case of medieval Latin authors, however, we frequently have surviving manuscripts coeval with the author, sometimes even autographs. 37 But The manuscripts of Bede and John Scottus attract attention because they are two of the best-known authors of the early Middle Ages; but with lesser-known authors the problems of identifying autographs are equally severe. Take the case of Frithegod, a Prankish poet resident at Canterbury in the mid-tenth century, where he composed his Breuiloquium Vitae Wilfridi, a hexametrical version of Stephen of Ripon's earlier prose Life of St Wilfrid. 43 The Breuiloquium survives in three manuscripts, all of them datable on palaeographical grounds to the later tenth century, and all arguably coeval therefore with the author himself. Of the three, one (called by editors 'C') presents a text which was subjected to extensive revision by its principal scribe (there are some eighty corrections over erasures throughout the poem). Where the text before erasure can be read (under ultraviolet light), it agrees exactly with that of another manuscript now in Leningrad (L). Many of the scribal corrections in C were evidently made for the sake of metre, or for incorporating into the text clever and difficult neologisms (neologism, especially based on Greek elements, is the most characteristic feature of Frithegod's diction). Given that the manuscripts are coeval with the poet, it could be argued that L and C (before revision) represent a first draft of a poem which was subsequently improved metrically and stylistically by the poet himself; in other words, that C is Frithegod's autograph. Such an hypothesis will explain most of the alterations in C, but it will not explain them all. There is one passage, for example, where both C and L agree in offering a text which (to me at least) is incomprehensible: dulsos coenosi lichinos audititidestos (1.1118)
The scribe of C -arguably Frithegod himself-made corrections to the two immediately preceding lines, but left this one alone. If C is an autograph manuscript, we are obliged to assume that audititidestos is a (Greek?) neologism which had some meaning for the poet but one that no subsequent editor has been able to divine; if, on the other hand, audititidestos is a scribal corruption, then C cannot be an autograph, and the next editor of Frithegod will be obliged to resort to conjecture to explain what the corruption conceals. In my view the matter can only be decided -if at all -by close attention to the practice of the principal (and correcting) scribe of C. Here is a case where palaeography and textual criticism are inseparable.
The alterations in this manuscript of Frithegod are one example of a situation which (in my experience) is fairly widespread in the Campbell's text is based on L; he regarded the alterations inC not as the autograph corrections of the poet himself, but as the work of a foolish scribe whom he referred to as 'ille omnium mortalium stultissimus' (viii)! transmissional histories of Insular Latin authors: namely, that the manuscripts frequently present unambiguous evidence of authorial revision. Authors in classical antiquity no doubt revised their texts on occasion, and more than one authorial version of a text may often have been in circulation at any one time; the problem once again is that we have no manuscripts coeval with the authors, and it is exceedingly difficult to identify authorial revision when the earliest manuscripts are many centuries later than the author. 44 But when in the case of medieval texts we do have manuscripts coeval with their authors, such revision may in theory be identifiable. 45 Bede, for example, evidently made a number of minor alterations to his Historia Ecdesiastica: the m-tradition (the Leningrad and Moore manuscripts, both earlier eighth-century, and their progeny) has a miracle concerning St Oswald (iv, 14) which is not found in the c-tradition (headed by two later eighth-century manuscripts), as well as some corrections of minor inconsistencies, suggesting that m represents a later stage of Bede's work on the text than does c. 46 Similarly, it is possible to see two stages of Bede's work on his text of the metrical Vita S. Cuthberti: an early stage (represented uniquely by a manuscript now in Besangon, and not yet printed), and a later stage which was revised by the mature poet in order to remove metrical infelicities, and which is represented by all the remaining manuscripts. 47 Another example of a text which, to judge from manuscript transmission, apparently underwent several stages of revision at its author's own hands, is Wulfstan of Winchester's Vita S. /Ethelwoldi, written probably in 996 or shortly thereafter. The details are not important;48 what is important to remark is that the manuscript transmission reflects a text in flux -a text which the author evidently tinkered with in minor ways over a period of time. That we are able to detect such authorial tinkering, even in manuscripts dating from a century or so later than the author, suggests that as editors we 4K The text survives in five manuscripts, none earlier than the twelfth century, and in a number of indirect witnesses, including redactions made by /Elfric in the early eleventh century, and Orderic Vitalis in the early twelfth. These witnesses allow us to glimpse three separate stages of work on the text: stage 1, which in its c. 12 contains a vicious remark concerning the drinking habits of the (Scandinavian?) Northumbrians, and which is represented by two manuscripts and by /Elfric; stage 2, to which Wulfstan added a chapter (c. 40) In the first example, circumdare could be reckoned a gloss to concludere, added by a scribe to elucidate a slightly opaque expression of the poet's; but in the second example, multis is in no sense an explanatory gloss on diris. Note also that in each case the synonym is metrically equivalent to the word in the text. I wonder, therefore, if the added words were not intended by the poet himself as metrical alternatives: that they reflect the poet tinkering in a minor way with his text, rather than the inept efforts of a later scribe to understand it. The manuscript is not autograph (it contains substantial corruption); but it is coeval with the author, and the 'glosses' or 'metrical equivalents' could have been copied from the autograph. The point is simply that the editor of an Insular Latin text must scrutinize and evaluate every aspect of the manuscript which he is using, even its apparently innocuous apparatus of glossing. 50 To do so, he must have some experience in palaeography.
Authorial revision leads us to consider another way in which certain Insular Latin texts are different from those of classical antiquity. Texts transmitted from antiquity were normally treated with respect by medieval scribes as being somehow fixed in their form and wording; rarely if ever would a medieval scribe presume to revise the text (say) of Vergil or Lucan in the way we have seen Bede and Frithegod and Wulfstan revising their texts. With certain classes of medieval text, however, the opposite is true: every time the text was 49 The poem is ed. M. Lapidge, Three Latin Poems from ^Ethelwold's School at Winchester', Anglo-Saxon England, 1 (1972), 85-137, at 126-37; the examples are from 130.
50 A similar case could be made for the glosses which accompany the text of Wulfstan's Narratio Metrica de S. Swuhuno in BL MS Royal 15.C.VII. Although in this case the glosses are not metrically equivalent to the words which they explain, the manuscript was apparently written at the Old Minster, Winchester, in or shortly after 996, at a time when Wulfstan was precentor there. The manuscript was probably copied under his supervision, therefore, and the glosses may be his. copied, the scribe altered it to his (or his institution's) requirements. This is particularly the case with liturgical texts. Because religious observance varied from country to country, and indeed from church to church, liturgical books were adapted to local use while they were being copied. The result is that no two service books are ever identical. 51 The modern editor of (say) a sacramentary will be able to establish that his text belongs broadly to such-and-such a class of sacramentaries ('Old' Gelasian; Eighth-century Gelasian; Gregorian of the Hadrianum ex authentico, or whatever), and will be able to note parallels with and divergencies from other sacramentaries; but it would be an absurdity for him to attempt a critical edition, drawing on manuscript variants to construct an archetype, and so on. 52 The same is true of other types of medieval text, especially those which were used for teaching purposes, such as glossaries or colloquies, where again each scribe would feel at liberty to add or delete whatever suited his purposes. We are therefore justified in speaking of 'families' of glossaries, such as (say) the 'Leiden-family glossaries' (to take an early Anglo-Saxon example), 53 but it would be impracticable to try to edit a family of glossaries as if they were copies of a stable text whose relationships could be illustrated by a stemma codicum. Certain kinds of historical text (annal-collections above all, but other types of historical compilation as well) were prone to redaction. A good example is the Historia Brittonum, written originally in Gwynedd in 829-30 but which has come down to us in nine distinct recensions of dates varying from the ninth century to the fourteenth,54 none of which represents the original in its pristine form. 58 Cf. Rigg, 'Medieval Latin', 121-2: 'We must also recognize the fluidity of medieval texts. Scribes were not necessarily trying to preserve and pass on to posterity an intact and uncorrupted sacred text; often, they treated it as a living work ... I am asking for more respect for the scribe and for each individual manuscript: we should accept the scribe's orthography ... We should accept his carefully produced texts, not as pieces of evidence from which to restore something else .
but as the product of a creative and intelligent craftsman'. 59 Cf. Hall, The Editing and Emendation of Medieval Latin Texts', 456: The editors of TMLT say in effect that they do not give a hang if they do misrepresent the authors whose works they edit, and, because the authors are long since dead and their works are in Latin, they presumably expect that no-one will be offended by their uncritical conduct or care to lodge a protest on behalf of the misrepresented authors . . . those authors might at least expect that editors would feel under an obligation to do the decent thing and endeavour to restore to them the words they actually wrote, not the rehash of one of their copyists. At the root of such obligation and such endeavour is the cardinal principle of textual criticism, respect for the truth . . ' the assumption being that ancient authors, insofar as they were native speakers of Latin, would have been incapable of committing errors of the sort I have mentioned. For medieval authors, who were not native speakers of Latin, this assumption is no longer valid, and the editor of medieval Latin texts has frequently to reckon with the possibility that an error in the transmitted text may in fact be what the author wrote. I shall attempt to illustrate this problem by considering two areas where the editor of a medieval Latin text has little guidance: orthography and grammar.
First, I will consider orthography. Although for classical Latin authors we have no autograph manuscripts, it is possible nevertheless to form some notion of 'standard' Latin orthography (of the Imperial period at least) from the writings of various Latin grammarians on orthography. Classical editors are unanimous in restoring this standard orthography to texts of the Imperial period, no matter what spellings they find in medieval manuscripts. 60 For medieval Latin authors there is no standard orthography, for the obvious reasons that in the Middle Ages Latin was learned as a foreign language and that, after the collapse of central Roman government, there were no trained grammatici to teach 'standard' orthography. 61 Medieval Latin orthography was often chaotic, therefore, and it is clear that any author who thought about such things was obliged to devise his own spelling conventions, modelling them as best he could on what he understood of ancient (or even contemporary) practice. Bede, for example, was concerned as a schoolmaster with orthographical matters, and his treatise De Orthographia was apparently intended to provide for scribes in his monastery a reference book which they could consult in cases of doubt. 62 One matter which must frequently have occasioned doubt is the question of assimilation of nasals and consonants. Bede gives clear instructions on this matter at various points of his treatise. I give one example: 63 Imputribile per .m. scribendum, non per .n.; impono similiter et huiusmodi similia; immitto non inmitto; irrigo non inrigo; impleo non inpleo; immundus non inmundus.
This example is clear enough, and permits us to deduce the principle underlying it: -nm-is always assimilated to -mm-, -np-to -mp-and -nrto -n-. The question for the prospective editor of one of Bede's works, however, is whether Bede always followed this principle in practice. Although we have no autograph manuscript of Bede, we have two manuscripts of the Historia Ecclesiastica which were copied within a few years of Bede's death, one at least (the 'Leningrad Bede') in his own scriptorium. 64 What is immediately striking about these manuscripts is that they do not follow Bede's orthographical principle concerning assimilation of nasals. Of the six specific examples cited by Bede himself I note that: imputribile does not occur in HE; impono occurs 15 times, always spelled inp-; immitto occurs 4 times, always spelled inm-; irrigo occurs once, spelled inr-; impleo occurs 27 times, spelled imp-13 times but inp-14 times; and immundus occurs 6 times, always spelled inm-. What does the editor do with this information? Did Bede break his own rules? Did inattentive scribes alter Bede's own carefully devised orthography, in which case it would be the editor's duty to restore it?65 Given the date and orthographical consistency of the manuscripts, I incline to think that Bede did not practise what he recommended in his orthographical treatise. My point is simply that the editor of a medieval Latin author must do his best to determine his author's orthographical practices. 66 In cases where we have autograph manuscripts, the matter is relatively straightforward. For example, in the autograph copy of his dEthelwoldi survives in five manuscripts, none earlier than the twelfth century and all reflecting (as one might expect) Norman orthographical practice. Although we have no manuscript which is certainly Wulfstan's autograph, there are two manuscripts which were probably written for his use at the Old Minster, Winchester. 67 In our edition of the Vita S. /Ethelwoldi, therefore, Michael Winterbottom and I have chosen the expedient of adopting the orthographical practices of these two manuscripts in preference to that of the twelfth-century manuscripts which actually preserve the work. More problematical still is Byrhtferth of Ramsey, whose floruit fell in the early eleventh century, but whose works survive only in manuscripts of the later eleventh and twelfth centuries. 68 In all these manuscripts, written at various places and times by various scribes, there are certain recurrent and eccentric spellings which can be explained only as deriving from Byrhtferth himself: prefatus spelled with -ph-(prephatus) > multipharius by analogy, and -apparently on the same eccentric principle -nempe with -ph-(nemphe]. It is not easy to deduce what the principle may have been: a misguided theory that fan and its compounds derived from Greek (prijjLi, perhaps. But what does the editor do when he finds (say) the v/ord prefatus spelled 'correctly' in one of the manuscripts? Restore prephatus, on the grounds that a later scribe has failed to understand Byrhtferth's eccentric orthographical principle and has silently corrected to prefatus? Such an editorial 'emendation' -that of restoring prephatus to the text in lieu of prefatus -would strike a classicist with horror, no doubt, but it would arguably represent what Byrhtferth wrote. Let us now turn to editorial problems pertaining to the grammar of medieval Latin authors. A brief illustration will show the sort of problem which frequently confronts the prospective editor. In a Latin poem composed at Llanbadarn Fawr in west Wales in the late years of the eleventh century, leuan ap Sulien commemorated in verse the achievements of his illustrious father Sulien, sometime bishop of St Davids; near the end of the poem leuan names himself (lohannes is Latin for leuan) and asks his readers to pray for his sins: 69 pro mis commissis, uocitor quem rite lohannes hec qui dictaui, scribendo quique peregi. The problem here is that sanguis is masculine, and one would expect masculine forms of the adjectives, viz. proprio and tuo; and in fact C at these points does indeed preserve the readings proprio and tuo. An editor might be forgiven for assuming that C preserves the 'correct' reading in each of these lines; yet it is worth pondering the fact that the very same corruption has apparently occurred twice, at distant points of the poem. Did this corruption affecting the gender of sanguis occur randomly at these two distant points in the text? Or does the later manuscript (C) preserve what ^diluulf wrote? An affirmative answer would carry the implication that ^diluulf did indeed know the correct gender of sanguis; but there are so many errors regarding the gender of nouns in the transmitted text of the poem that the prospective editor must beware. The fact that the same kind of grammatical error occurs in different texts copied by different scribes indicates fairly clearly that it should be charged to the author: Byrhtferth was simply unable to master the syntax of constructions involving the infinitive. Here again, the editor must be on his guard against the urge to emend away grammatical solecisms. I do not mean to say that medieval scribes did not commit errors of their own, and that all grammatical solecisms are to be charged to the authors in question. Medieval scribes certainly did make errors. But the editorial process of determining to whom an error should be charged is seldom straightforward. Consider, for example, JElfric's Vita S. sEthelwoldi, which survives in a single manuscript written by a Norman scribe about AD 1100 (that is, a century or so after ^Ifric). 73 In c. 16 of the work, the manuscript reads:
Exinde expandit /Etheluuoldus alas suas, et, annuente rege Eadgaro, expulsit clericos de Nouo Monasterio. . . ALlfiic was a grammarian, and any editor would surely hesitate before foisting on him a solecism like expulsit (for expulit). Fortunately no such drastic course is necessary, for in his Grammar ./Elfric discusses the verb expello in some detail, and from his discussion there can be no doubt whatsoever that he knew how to conjugate it correctly. 74 Nevertheless, there are places in the text where the grammatical concordance is badly astray, and it is not clear whose is the fault: In both cases the errors involve personal names, and it is possible that Mfric regarded them as some kind of parenthetical addition -a sort of 'nominative of quotation' -lying outside the grammatical construction, hence not subject to the normal rules of concordance. His Grammar unfortunately throws no light on the subject.
More complex still is the case of an Anglo-Latin epitome of Isidore's Etymologiae. 75 The epitome is preserved uniquely in a manuscript written c.800 by a continental scribe somewhere in northern France, and now preserved in the Bibliotheque Nationalein Paris. There is evidence to suggest that the French scribe was copying from a (lost) manuscript which had been written in a cursive grade of Insular minuscule script (this much is clear from his attempts to reproduce graphically various Insular compendia which he evidently failed to understand: those for autem, eius, enim, per, quam, quod QIC.). And that this lost exemplar was of Anglo-Saxon (rather than, say, Irish) origin is further clear from the fact that the French scribe reproduced eight Old English words (again, without apparently understanding them) which were embedded in the text of his exemplar. On linguistic evidence, it is clear that the Old English words were first written down by a Mercian scholar at some time in the early eighth century, perhaps close to, or not long after, c.700. In other words, the French scribe was simply reproducing an epitome of Isidore's Etymologiae which was compiled in England by a Mercian scholar in the early eighth century. The epitome thus has interest in its own right as a witness to Anglo-Saxon scholarly enterprise at that time, quite apart from its interest as a witness to the transmission of Isidore (it is by far the earliest English witness to the text of the Etymologiae}. However, the text as copied by the French scribe is desperately corrupt, and the nature of the corruption poses interesting ]. Zupitza, Aelfrics Grammatik und Glossar (2nd edn., with foreword by H^neuss, Bdin, Zurich and Dublin, 1966), f180 ('expetto ic in adraefe, <-x/m/f); cf. 110 ( «««*** to" 6" him he adraefS Pone feond'). cf. Isidore, Etym. XIV.viii.6: Acroceraunii monies propier aliiiudinem el fulminum iacius uocaii sum; Graece enim fulmen xepawog diciiur.
The Epitome derives the name of the Acroceraunian Mountains from that of a river (ceraunus allegedly meaning 'river' in Greek). It is easy enough to see how the error occurred: fl (with a suspension mark, for ful-} was misread as flu-, whence fulmen ('lightning-bolt') became flumen ('river'); so that the Acroceraunian Mountains take their name from the river which struck their summits. Again, if the error is to be attributed to the Anglo-Saxon epitomator rather than the French scribe, it is a valuable witness to the knowledge of Greek in early England, implying (as it would) that the epitomator had insufficient Greek to correct an elementary error -and this at a time when, according to Bede, there were students of Theodore and Hadrian about who knew 'Latin and Greek just as well as their native tongue' (HE iv, 2). The epitomator clearly was not one of these, if the xepawog error is his; or has he been badly misrepresented by the French scribe?
As far as I can see, there is no simple answer to this question. Because Latin was a foreign language for the Anglo-Saxons, they were capable of making errors not only in Latin orthography and grammar, but in all matters of substance pertaining to the transmission of ancient learning. The editor of Anglo-Latin texts must therefore use every means at his disposal to determine whether an error in a transmitted text derives from the author or from a subsequent copyist. If, after due reflection, the error is thought by the editor to be scribal rather than authorial, then -in my view -it is his duty to correct it, according to his sense of what constituted 'correct' Latinity for the author in question. But the editor's sense of what is correct can only be acquired by thorough familiarity with the manuscripts in which that author's works are transmitted.
The business of editing Latin texts composed and transmitted by Anglo-Saxons is a complex one, precisely because Latin was not their native language. How do matters stand with respect to the composition and transmission of works composed by Anglo-Saxons in their own language? Are we entitled to expect a higher level of accuracy and correctness in the transmission of Old English texts than that which we have found in Anglo-Latin? The answer to this question depends entirely on the attitudes of individual editors to the manuscripts before them; and it must be said that attitudes have changed considerably during the century and a half in which the editing of Old English texts has been a major scholarly enterprise. 76 In the first half of the nineteenth century, the attitude to medieval vernacular texts was conditioned to some considerable degree by the attitudes of editors of classical Latin texts. In fact the discipline of editing vernacular texts was not distinguished in principle from that of editing Latin texts, and the two disciplines could be combined in one person. A notable example is the great Karl Lachmann (1793-1851) Ettmiiller's emendations often shed light on passages which are evidently corrupt, even if they cannot all be accepted (some are excessively bold, not to say reckless); and his attitude to the Old English texts he was editing and correcting was followed by other German editors of the late nineteenth century, such as Christian Grein, Karl Korner, and above all Moritz Trautmann. By the end of the nineteenth century, however, particularly in the English-speaking world, a reaction set in against the practice of emending Old English texts whenever they seemed to transmit something less than perfect sense. 83 Because they are so few in number, the surviving manuscripts of Old English verse were accorded an immense reverence, and this reverence is palpable in Anglo-Saxon studies today. Consider, for example, how many editions of Old English verse are manuscriptoriented (I refer to editions of the Exeter Book, the Junius manuscript, or the poems in the Vercelli Book) rather than author-oriented: there has never been, as Malcolm Godden pointed out,84 a collected edition of the signed poems of Cynewulf, presumably because these are transmitted in separate manuscripts. The manuscript, rather than the author, has come to dominate the consciousness of editors of Old English verse. Every last detail of the manuscript is lovingly reproduced by editors: orthography, punctuation, pointing, and so on. Even on the rare occasions when an Old English poem survives in more than one copy, the apparatus criticus is not devoted to what one might call 'significant' variants, but is taken up with recording details of orthography and punctuation. Consider an example of an apparatus criticus from the Anglo-Saxon Poetic Records, the most widely cited and 'standard' edition of the corpus of Old English verse: 85 were not regarded as 'fixed' in the sense that (say) the Aeneid of Vergil was a 'fixed' text which required to be copied word for word, letter even for letter. In such circumstances, every manuscript copy of an Old English poem is, in effect, a 'scribal version',88 and as such deserves to be treated on its own. My point is simply that, in their concern with manuscripts and scribes, modern editors of Old English poetry may risk doing a disservice to their authors.
The past 150 years, therefore, have seen a distinct change in the attitude of editors of Old English texts. Whereas scholars of Ettmuller's generation regarded it as axiomatic that perceived error in the transmitted text required to be emended, more recent editors have become increasingly suspicious of the inclination to emend, and have inclined instead to the wish to conserve what the manuscripts present, to 'save' manuscript-readings from the misguided efforts of earlier editors to emend them away. 89 The prevailing climate of conservatism among editors of Old English texts has been judiciously stated by Helmut Gneuss: 90
Editors of OE prose and poetry have hardly ever made an attempt to reconstruct a critical text from the variant readings of several MSS or by means of conjectural emendation, as is feasible and usual in classical texts. Editions of OE texts have generally tended to be very conservative, and quite a number could actually be called diplomatic, that is, they reproduce the text exactly as it stands in the MS. For various reasons -because of the linguistic interest of the texts, because many texts have been transmitted in only one MS, etc -it seems desirable to continue this general policy in future editions and to produce editions of OE texts in a conservative or even diplomatic form.
In a recent article, E.G. Stanley has analyzed the assumptions underlying this tendency to conservative criticism, and he concludes his analysis with the observation that, 'we should feel happiest as editors when we have demonstrated that a manuscript reading, spurned and excised by previous editors, deserves to stand in the text. A Rettung is worth more than a palmary emendation'. 91 Given our awareness of the way scribes could make free with the texts they were :opying, it may never be possible to arrive at what the author wrote;92 md given that the scribes of Old English verse were native speakers of hat language, we -for whom Old English is a 'dead language'93 -:annot hope to emulate their knowledge. I quote Stanley once again: 94
But we in our subject have to remember with constant humility that though perhaps not certainly, most scribes may not have been the equals in Old English of the best Old English poets, every one of them, sleepy and careless as he may have been times, knew his living Old English better than the best modern editor of Old Enel' h verse. °t o Nevertheless, 'sleepy and careless' scribes are excessively prone to make errors. The question is, what are we as editors to do when in ou judgement, a scribe has made an error through sleepy carelessness? Shall we nevertheless make every effort to 'save' his text? In opinion, it is the editor's first duty to detect error in the transmit^ text and, if possible, remove it, but I am aware that such an opinion k against the prevailing spirit of Old English textual criticism '5 I should like finally to show how this spirit works by looking at one passage of Old English verse which has been suspected of being corrupt, and which has attracted various sorts of editorial attention ?!?r!5g 'il?381 15° years ' l choose a Passa8e fr°m the Bank of Maldon. This poem survived into modern times in a single manuscript in the Cottonian collection which was, unfortunately, badly burnt in the Cotton fire of 1731;96 and the folios containing the Battle of Maldon (which occurred at the beginning of the manuscript) were completely destroyed. By chance, however, a transcript of the text had been made shortly before the fire by David Casley,97 and the editioprincepsoffa poem was printed from this transcript by the antiquary Thomas Hearne in 1726. 98 Casley's transcript subsequently went missing, and nineteenth-century editors were obliged to rely on Hearne's printed text, without having any means of gauging its accuracy. In the 1930s the transcript was rediscovered by Neil Ker in the Rawlinson collection in the Bodleian Library, and editions since 1937 have been based on the transcript rather than on Hearne. Note only that we have no medieval manuscript of this poem, merely an eighteenth-century transcript. The passage in question occurs in the transcript as follows: 7 begen ba beornas be him bigstodon aelfnoS 7 wulmaer begen lagon Sa onemn hyra frean feorh gesealdon.
The passage, which forms lines 182^ in most printed editions of the poem, is usually rearranged in verse as follows:
and begen ba beornas be him big stodon (1.182) jElfnoS and Wulmaer begen lagon, (1.183) Sa onemn hyra frean feorh gesealdon.
(1-184)
The problem is that line 183 lacks alliteration. Early editors assumed that the passage was corrupt, and set about restoring the alliteration.
Ettmuller" undertook fairly drastic surgery:
and begen ba beornas be him bigstodon AlfnoS and Vulfmaer be on emne lagon begen hyra frean feorh gesealdon.
The alliteration has been restored by transposing onemn from line 184 and emending it to emne so as to provide an alliteration with ALlfnob, but since this emendation was so drastic, it was not adopted by any subsequent editor. In 1857 Christian Grein proposed a simpler solution: that of emending begen in line 183 to bewegen (on the analogy offorwegen in line 228), so as to produce alliteration on w: 'Alfnod and Vulfmaer bevegen lagon'. 100 Grein's emendation was followed without much challenge by a number of nineteenth-century editors, 
